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- Post-secondary education is effected in every country through' the déily

operation of certain forms of organization (universities, ‘teacher calleges,
L3 -
technical institutes, research ccnters)_and'types of control (personal domi-,

L] . . . . .
nation, collegial rule, bureaucratic hierarchy, trustec supervision). As .:

the forms and types deve%oé historicall}, they are both‘embeddéd in the L
laiger edbcatibnal’sxr;cture and linked to organized grouﬁg outside of'édd- |
Acquiring a fundamegtal‘momentum that carries-tﬁ§m~int9 the futuré,
the fixed forms set the‘term; of rqféjmy Jthe directi?n/;hich a reaction

¢cation,

assumes is dcgermine&'by the. direction of the forces #gainst which it reacts:

- o 2
the réformer is as much indebted to his environmesnt,as the conse

0y

rvative"

.
-

LI

(Rashdall, 1936, .Volume I, p. 166). Fodlowing big perspective, we grasp

-+ -

the underpinnings of current prattice by studying the historical production
R ' - [ -

of the present -educational structtire. We s¢nse better the possibilities of

cmbeddedness” and

[

, . . ,
- success: for proposed reforms as'we became¢ Aware of the

-, "
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ApbrOpriate research bccomes a combination of ofgdnizatiohal and historicgl

4
analys1s that centers on the’ evolut1on of types of 1nst1tut1ons and the

-

prOV1nc1al and nat1oha1 systems that embrace them, *

I<d -\ 5 ¢ " v
_ : Lo . L5
. -~ THE ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT OF ORGANIZATIONAL TYPES *

o : ’ C Y
Three analytical problem¢ may be posed for ®he educational structure of

A

. a natign:. (ljxwhy did certain’®forms that now comprise ‘the ,structure origi-
. . "

' na;ef’ (2) -once each form was initiated, why did it then persist into thc
. . . A
'p}esent somtames even endurlnp over eentur1cs of marked turmoil and change7
- A

(Stlnchconbe, 1965 pp 163-169) (3) extendlng quest1on ane, how d1d

.earller forms cond1t1on later ones as they emerged7 Several guiding ideas ,
\ ’ ‘ ;

"~ can be established before turning to specific eases*of modern.acadenic

¢

’
- . -

strugtures.

- For "a major type of organization to onfginhte, there must be a domain

/
sof work 1nto which it can squeeze, a terr1tory within organlzed SOC1ety na

longer effgct1vc1y monopolized by precceding types. Then, which partlculd/

.

forms are Invented or’ adopted depends greatly on the existing social tech-

nology. Men may dream of mdny alternat1ve.ways of orgap1z1ng but thé ones
. L4 - N

that can be put-into actionand made to survive need a minimal fit to the

L] ¥ - - . —hw
réal world: there must be an opcn domain and they must be able to draw

. 4 ’ . L]

resources, pefsonnel -and clientele by serving one or more intcrcsts."Com-

.
»

monly, a new form initiated in the open doma1n ©of one sector of sociecty 1s

-borroﬁed frOm another part of the same society and- adapted to its new home.
] i

Or, a similar prdcéss may take place at the level of whole societies. as
. - :

-
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Dol : nat@ons borrow forms from one another andstry to adapt them to local -eondi-
. 4 . ’
) tions. 'Phe origin. of the un1ver$1ty in the twelfth to fourteenth ccntumes
. ','15 the grea; case of such phenomena in academ1c organizat1on. An opén
¢ .4‘* h ' .-

Vooore domain- was- made po$sib;e‘by~the inability of cathedral schools and monas-

tariés and other existing form§ that handle advanced fparning to service

the societal need for more lawyers, doctors, and adm1n1strators for state

and\Fhurch and the growing need of scholars themselves to ollect1ve1y

systcmatize- the1r ork and to look out for the1r colleJtive fare.. In
~the opening that finvited invention, the unlversity began as a guild, or
¢ 1 N

more accurately confederation of guilds: theiguild was then thé common

: ' form for.the o}ganizatidn of work.in the cities (Rashdall, 1936

‘ . . - .

f’l *  Haskins, 1957; Baldwin and Goldthwaite, 1972; Thrupp, 1968) .  Instructors,
and in some éases'students, borrowed this form as a way ‘'of colleetively .,
r implementing a c0mmon,interest; tnrough acquiring certainr rights and pri-“

., . , -

vileges, establishing self-governmept, and developing méans of defepse
,.‘l . M ! ‘ « ’ .
v _against adverse actions of other groups. €ontrol by private trustees was' .

e \o N - . -
- nat then an option, even though municipal boards were sometimes créated as

f 4 -
~
- . ke

- s
K a form of public superyision, since neither the legal nor the social under-

p1nn1ngs of trusteeship had yet appeared Nor was bureaucratic gqvcrnance

‘a rel1able alternat1ve, at a time when central control over local factlbns

- v .

. was' so problematlc. Thus,.even when the formal inlttatlon of a un1versity

was at the pleasure of a k1ng pr a pop he e1ther.chartered a group as a
* N A ]

; recognized guxkd or soon found the academ1c1ans ar1ft1ng into the gulld

“

style Qf self regulatlon in which a group of Masters jointly controlled a
. _ . -
terrLtory of work, elected onevof the1r own -as head, took oaths of obcdldncc

end fealty, and 1nd1v1dua11y exercised, in smaller domains, personal control

~

ty-
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.-+ over ‘qurncymen and apprentices. In cogparison to the conditions of later, ’

- .
. . . . .
- .

\ "4 . -
centliries that encouraged other options, the extensive fragmentation of

a
e

— Opcrative authority characteristic of the late mediéVal peridd‘encouraged

efforts in occupat1onal home- rule by those who wanted. to, teach ‘and I;arn

advanced bodies of knowledge. The guild foxm became the fqrst organizational ,

~ b . . i

. ba§e for:'the idea of the university, a foundation that Kas endured for cen-

?

‘ ‘ turies and still appears in modern higher education (Meeves, 1970; Ashby,

1974; Clark, 1976). o _ . . -

N R v 7 .

Whatever the cond1t1ons and choices that gave—fﬁse to certain forms,

'I ’
the more 1ntr1gu1ng questions are found in the capacity of types to persist,

9. :
— often with re”arkably little cggnge in basic structural character1st1cs.

St1nchco be has shown for econ0ﬂ1c organlzat1on in the United States, that

”s}rucfural characteristics of a type of organization tend to persist, and |
. . r' A > ~ N . N B ’ )
cconsequently there is a strong corrclation betwecen the“age at which industries

SN ~. - ,
. . were developed-and their Structure at the present time" (Stinchcombe; 1965,

' p. 159). Eers1stence may be rooted in apparent effectiveﬂess a given form

.
L] ) v

- 4 5

N seems to remain a *more effxc1ent togl than its possible competitors. Or,

L)

~ i

v persistence may stem from lack -of competitiors the form in question never

~

' has to face an open battle'agéinst other fqrms that may'indeéd be equally ‘or
N ' [ 4 ‘ . . . e ._'\‘- . ., g
. . more effecilve. Types of colleges and universities, as well as specifTCv . ,
ne - !’ , .
o 1nst1tutnons, clearly develop protected n1ch&;-1n the ccology of hlgher edu-

cation, comrtrolled domains where competitive or predabor forms cannot
K N ~ B

_effectively get at them. Public spoﬁﬁorship so often offers better guaran-
.‘ * - / . . ; ‘.‘ & N N ‘. —' - \

tees of survival than does private support, since public authorities usually - -

s grant ménopolies or quasi-monopolies of functions and térritories to their
’ 't - . R , . N - . . -
- égencies. A set” of nationally-supported public universities may become & -
) . hd
/ . .

~ -
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. sunk cost' in a state budget that realistically can be_only marginally"“
v " N - .- a ‘.
adjusted from year to year,” an entrenched sector that‘then amounts,to a site,-
E ’

shielded from .the performance of othér types of orsﬂnizatibns. h A T
; ) - ' A v ’ .
. - "5 , . : . LT -
f%f, - The third, and probably the most important, .source of persistence is .
R the set of sociolégical forces that turn organ%zational tools into ends in . .

-themselves, organiations inte social institutions. Certain ways of carrying '

out a social task bgcome traditionalized, made a matter of common ‘habit. 1In C
. \'5 './‘ o

some countrios, the professor habitually legﬁures to large numbers, while in -

“

—~
othcrs he tu%ors a few; in some structurqu he i full-time; while in others
fand .~ .

. -his university duties are rcgulg\ry‘::ly a part-time comm1tment4 The
established way becomes the unconsciQusly assumed and valued way. &£1so, par-
.h' 3 . - ~ R
ticipants be come intetested, personally and jcintly, in perpetuatlng a fom
- A

that seryes and protects them, 3nd that interest become vested as core

values of the organization rccognize that certain parti%ipants have,certain

legitimate rights. Add1t1ona11y, appropr1ate 1deology develov;, justifying

the ‘tradtionalized ways and the vestcd interests. These soc1olog1¢a1 forcns
. ’ COF
of tradition, vested interest, and"ideology--the 1hternal forces of institu-

T tion-buil@ing-aare at the heart of organi;ationhl persistenhe: They -help to'
fix phb}ic definitions of what' forms are naturally appropriate aﬁd to qstab-‘

= lish the ecoloéicﬁ} ﬁ{éhe that proF?cts againsE possible competitors. *They

} ‘;, ar¢ basi¢ to the stubborn capacity of colleges and uqivcrsi;}es to ;urviYe '

all*types of pressures, including the efforts of powerful reformers, and to
) - - ol . =

project their own ways. afd molds of organization ipto the future.
< . . L’\ B . . : .
, Earlier forms condition later forms in at least two , ..
LY ) . ° .. . 4 . N .
-important ways., First, the earlier forms genaral expectations of

n WWhat, is the riéht and valuable way. In the cougtrieS'wbere the - “
Cl . L . s . ~ 4
o o




un1vers1ty,has been virtually the sole” form of h1gher edncatlon for cen-

‘turies, the general pub11c ‘as we11 as” edutators have gn@at d1ff1culfy in

actepting. such‘poss1b1e new forms as the two- year colfege or the scparate

»
.

teacher trdrn1ng enterprise. Second, the earlier form of form& s1t astride

’

‘much if not all of the Organ1zat1oﬁa1 domain. WMy new form has to f1nd a

J
vy .
[3 - .

" viable niche cxther by taklng up a task no one else wants, or by occupylny .

new desirable ground on the border of the old terra1n, or by successfully

* - A

invading territory that is already ocqupied. In short, the old forms opera-’
3 . .- % ’ L . ’ .

“tionally define the division ofwlabor among-enterprises into which the new
. . . N - -» .

-

forms will need,to £it or"will have to struggle ‘to adjust. The commgn,
. ¢ . S - -

—

-regult ks a power struggle in which victory for.the.new'form is by ho means

guarantecd. It may secure only a marginal position. For'example, schools'
[N - -, =

for adults and ewcn1ng d1v1s1ons that- prov1de adult educatlon have been

1n*tltut1onal12ed in tﬁe\Un1fed States in the twentieth century.at the mar- °

* 4

- gin of larger enterpr1ses, pub11c échool systems apd universities, whose

LAY

primary commitrients lie in the education of the young. The idea of adult .

- -

education -has had widespread support burt suﬁportiné units~typica11y end up

in a preear1ouo pos1t1on A mdre central locat1on may yet be "achieved

in the last quarter of ‘this century, a1ded by ‘such new ldeolog1es as that
of recurrent educazlon* but the fate of the'idea is dependemt on the organ-.
context #nd the wisdom of supporters in developing appropriate. .
1zat10ng£«forns and mancuwer1ng those forms jp an organmzat1onai conucst.
L U - :
A new form may also be*defeated and e11m1nated from the scene. For
~” i -
cxample, the four-year comnun1ty college in the United States, coverlng
c' -
14
the last two years of secondary educat1on and the first two years of
w ’ .

tertlarf cducition, was a promlslng éducatlonal movement in




~

s were pfgccd under ode or more m1n15tr1es of the 'national governmcnt e. g., .

J

-

The superstructure of public ader’atmn was also 1n1t1atc21 almost s;mul-

tancously, as c1ty ~states and other tcmporql authorit;\§3attempted to regu-

. ’ .

late the academic bodies, but it developed genuine snxgugth only later as
. Pl R i

-

-

the national state emerged and'gtrcngthened itself by leqiuing to use modern

means of administration. In one country after another, nation-building meant
4 8 3 ~ .

) -
- _ . ,
the encapsulation of higher education in, afpublic burcau. There was-cither
— - ;
the nat1ona11zat1on ‘of higher educatrén in which- all or nearly afl units A

!

r
-

. “

1n France cspec1ally after Napolcon, 1n taly after‘unaflcatlon in 1870' or,

- [

there was stréngthencd pub11c control at a sub- nat1onal level, as in Germany,

- N

where the universities became located W1th1n a bureau 3f Land government Co
L)
v 7 -
“+In each case, ig eéither’-the -mational or the federal variant, the struc re .

- N H
came tO express two‘sé‘s of'interests: . those of senior professors and thoser

]

-

of ministerjal officialss : . e

Mgst importaht, the cmerging governmental frameworks did net have h1s-
torLcal pr1uacy but ﬁzd to embrace ex1st1ng_£dcu1t1cs and universitics whlch

had retalned gu_}d‘brOpertlcs The professor holdlng a Chair was.a d1rect

N M

desce1dant of the guild laster of old, posse551ng llfetﬂong 32901ntmcﬁt

exércising considerable pefsonal domfination over assistants and. student§,

[N

and, togcther with other Cé;lrholders, excrcrs1ng a considerable mogopoly in -

deciding what would be don% within the University and such major sub-units
[ . B

as’ the Faculty'and'the Institute, particularl} in determining membership in

thc teaching staff and in’ what would be taught. Thus, guild autherity was

. malntalned, in a comb1nat10n of personal and lblleglal rulersh1p, while

-~

faculty units moved. from “the general status of being veluntary assoc1at10ns

to being parts of.governpeﬁtgl bureaus (Clark, 1976). “The ‘understructure

- .
[N

» 3

»




' ’ . - ' . N
the late 19405 and early ‘1950s, capturing eight lqpations in Californza, .lf,; )

v

the state that led the nation in the development of community collcges.

»

However, that particular feform soon peakéd and then quickly fell from o
’ . y - a

favor as, counterforces were brought to ‘bear: among ‘other re51stances, the .

- - 5

‘thousands- of senior high schbols of the’ country were: not about to give away

hd . -

their upper two years. The organizational ecology of American higher édu- ;
‘ .

catlon ptoved to have ample room for the tweeyear comnunity college, as a \\ )

key part of structurat"ﬂpjustment to mass higher education, but not for:a - . B

+ ’ . ]
- v

" four- year version. that\hould cut sharply into the Jurisdiction of estab- .

\
lished forms of secondary education and hould realign the decﬂ!y 1nst1tu-

~ N ‘.

:oyalized bound between the understoqd territories of secondary and

-
{‘ ~ PR
L\‘ . . ’ 2

‘h

her educgtion. ’ - - i . . PR

-
»

Shese guiding questions and conceptions ﬁhy be applied to. con- 4

temporary systems of higher education. Simplifying considerably, we réview

+ ~

the developrient of the European mod of acaden1c organifation which. occurred

first in tifie and remalned dominant until well 1nto the,twenticth Century LT

;hat mode, a model which alsoe has .
y T . .

)
had a horld wide import, and flnally to the spOC1al patterns foﬂﬁd in the

.

"We ther turn to the British variation o

Unit9d1§ta§es.‘

.
L

The general modern structure of adademic org nization on.fhe'Continent

‘'can be’ characterized as a combination of faculty guild and staxe‘%ureaucrééy.

hd -

Each of ‘these forms has had a long history.« As indidated earlier, the undcrl
‘ - ) v - - ” o > e . =
_structure of ‘guild-like facultK\clusters originated in\the medieval period. , -
’ -, , L ‘ L oy ]
- ‘ ) ~

Y




." contlnued to-effectlnely vest the 1nterests of senior facplty, down to the
n : e .
& - . h- R

po1n& of pensonal pr1v11ege and at trmes useml hercd1tary rlghts.» Tradi-
» £ -l' . Al

.

g tﬂonal1ze3'ways andrexpcctatio‘s dgx

\
'

e}'bped ‘bver 7entur1es, since the
et

i}

twélfth century begznnangs in Bolovna and Parls and appropridte ideologies

‘ o were never ﬂard to find. Indeed thﬁ 1ead1ng educatlonal 1dears of the .
R NN

b nincteenth century, those of the’ quman reseanch-cehtered university, *gave

~

-
. )

s’ \ (/_/ w
| L v a modern rat1onalp to rule by professors, Wh11e allow1ng -for a m1n1ster131
‘ u , ' . > . 1800 and 1830 2 S,
. L framcwork the reforms horked out in Ge X between/\ h1gh11ghted ‘the ) ' L
s = y

1p°
ncccss1ty of freedom in re arcn‘ind teaching 1f.SC1ent1f1c progress and

) -

nat1onal advanﬁe were to be served The apparent. success-of German’ ahadem1c

- »

T~ ’ ‘ ) ’

.-

~ . science during the rest of the cengs gave‘worldow;de credcnce to Chalr&"T .

,l
3 L3

Y -.based,orghnizgpiog in which thé_gicrogatives.ahd especiquy the athnqyy of ,
h ® . 5,
i

\d ’ . * —
the individual professor and small clusters of professors were central,

The dideals were cgngruent with baronial academig power and éxten&iveJcolJ i
e A ' - &

lective self-rule,’ P e ) . .

L3 .

Guild organ1zat19n‘¥%ax combined personal ‘and colleglcl rulersn1p largcly

- . )
., -

-« [N . . N ) '
./ withered .away 1n 1ndustry and commerce dur1ng the elghteenth and n1neteenth . :

ccﬂtury, defcated compet1t1vcly by cap1ta11st1c mgdes of/groduct1on, as -

"
‘emphasized<by Marx, that took a bureaueratic form, as-stressed by Weber (Marx,
v > % . < : * » Coen -
. \

\ ’ - L

N 1965; Weber, 1950), Elements’of guild 6rganization cléarly stillcappear in

modes® craft unions and professional aSSOC1athys, wlth the qucst1on of con-.
- ) - s
. ;;nu1ty between the old guilds and/the new forms remaining unan wered in

1 ° L 4

But the entrgpreneur and th factory did

T 7

hlstoq}cal 1nqu1ry.(Thrupp, 1968).

n‘general,

not penctfate the arenas of Cbntinental hlgher equcation, nor,

] ’ ol M '
“the'realms of state act1v1ty and publlc admlnlftratlon in wh1ch there~was no .

L 4
. l

As a result--a cruc1a1unatter in the pvelopment oL

' e

profit-seeking activity.




*
.

<L : R . o .
of higher“educaxion--the gu11d-1ike university never had to face this ‘com-
petitive form. Then, as prOV1nc1al and nat1ona1 states laid down thc1r
‘ ' v ’ ®
.administrative sdperstructures, bureaucrat1c forms were strengthened but
2 N ‘

[ -

gCncrally remained incomplete.in implementing gOntrol over thc deeply-rooted

+ - academic gﬂiiip. Ministfios dbthblishcd nattonal rules in ‘such policy sec- -

A . Y

ths as budpet, adm1ss1on, CUrr1cu1um, and personnel but othef than.under

~

C!pcca51qpal author1tar1an suppress1on, no, one would~check up on' conformlty‘

to “the rules since 1nspector generald would 1mpropcr1y 1nvade ‘the rights of
. ) a o \
professors to-freedom of"teach1ng and-research £xtens1ve rule- mak1ny

-, o~

coupled with keak rule enforécment and-much rulf cvasion became charactcr- J

+ R ,

-

istic of "bufcaucratid'systems of highe# education. As- Cha1rhold1ng pro-

fessors becine protected c1v11 sefvants, their r1ght to rule also gcnc(ally‘
»
/
became enacted 1nto state law and cod1f1cd in statc admlnlstratlon and

hence the rules of the state were often even turned to the strengthcnlng of

personal rulcrsh1p and colleglal monopoly at the operatlng levels. 1In this

s . N

.

sett1ng2 adm1n1strat1on at the level of the unlver51tf/had Nttle chance to

L]

develop, The professors did not want ‘its thelM1nlstry took are of over-
. L . ’ AN -

.

head services; and the "administrative direcfors''and other fikld agents of

the Profe;sors and tﬁ%if’e}egtedcdeens amd fectofs.‘, .
In cmbse-natioma{ perspective, tﬁé comnon Continental yémbinatibp of |
fdculty guild amd'national-mimistry’ma;-Be eeen as a structure that minimizes’
. ’ . . v . - \
\ institutiomaf cempetition and the ﬁlay of market forces. Such nationeliiea
structures ae those of France and’ Italy have attempted to acﬂ;EVe equzty.by
.. &,
adm4n1strat1ve1y cquat1ngu1nst1§utypns.\ the un1vcr51tyfdegree is an award

] of the natlonal system and not of the’ 1ndLV1dual 1nst1tut;qn, and to study,

N
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.. ‘ law at one university is formally eQﬁal tO'Studying iaw ht anpthet. Faculty

. P >

. are appointed within a s1ng1e national personnel system, "and promotJ?b ins/

- o VBliis movement: frbm one civil service category of rank and pay to another.

- . ~

R —_

Coe T ,Jm.tary standards damp the 1ncent1ves for the separate 1nst1tut1ons to better

themserves by campétzng for ‘talent and emphnslzing distinctive npproachcs. -
. And the un1tary approach has had the great unanticipated consequence of ay

.
- ¥ L

'-1ndpc1ng faculty members o transport the1r guild forms of author1ty, ori- -
glnally meant and still appropriate for small scale organization; to the
- ot \clarge ~scale organ1zat1on of national systems, or, in Gexrmany, a, sub- nat10na1

!
but still complex'level, in‘order to protect themselves against politicians -

and’ bureaucrats. Central offlces become permeated with and often captured
, by comn1ttees of senior profesaors that are simultaneously cases of colleglal \ g
- *l Tule and national a&ademic oligarchy: The gu11d as much as the bur_eaucracy_ :
prefers aclose'd .{ﬁonopo.ly of:(ﬂa \dOma.in of 'work. - ' A S -

- . >
The historical prdduction of modern academic organization on the Conti-
. . A ~ ' -
. . nent thus led gradually to the error of excessive order, with institutions
e .y N .
. *  .inclined toward-unity dnd uniformity.- New forces, néw plans, and new organi-

zational forms have had great dsz1cu1ty in penetratlng sucK structures. As

- a resulty the main thrust .of reform in recent decades has been }ncre351ng)y

-~

_" ) against nationar neatness. As these systems have attempted to afqve from
elite to mass higher education, ih a setting of the modern complex econony,

-

they have had to face more heterogeneous consomer and manpower oemands, thus
giving them the prqblem of creating diverse programs and approaghes in struc- - -
. ~ ° *
. td?és that are organically uncomfortable with j&anned as well as unmplanned

av ®

. ) d1ver51ty. Adapt1veness then becomes a very gfeat problem: neither the 3

de11berate actions of planners nor the unplanned 1nteract1on of compet1t1ve

. +
e D / .~
.
.




institutions is a pOwerful force compared to the 1nst1tutlenadlecd strcngth

- —

-of academic oligarchs and ministerial bureaucrats. MaJor efforts in>reform

may be mounted. occaslondlly by central ed1ct ‘under such spcc1a1 cond1tibns

of crisis and rcglme as ex1sted 1n\¥rance in 1968. But such efforts prob-

ab®™ have lasting impnct only as they disperse control and otherwise open

up the domains long monopolized by the oldvforms. This may possibly be donc

by central»edictf;uith’the commander officially disbanding some old units

and turning Yhe-troops loose to experiment and regroup.. %heugrench‘post-1968

’reform,'officiqllf'disbanding "Faculties" and éflowing instructors to regroup

. M .
in new units of education and research (UERs), has mov?d in this direction.

o J—

A more basic hope of reform in, the natlon‘21zed systemL lies in’ ‘the broader

\
effort in many countr1es to rbg1onallze govcrnment. A gencral_ sh1ft ‘toward

a decentralization of government and a deconcqntrat1on of qdm1n1stratzon

‘would increase regional and local influences on the character of educat1onal
' forms -and admit more institutional competitiom..
»

-
-

THE BRITISH MODE

The Br1t1sh mode of acade“orgamzatlon has also been h1stor1ca11y

rooted in a substructure of gu11ds, but the nature of the superstructure has

caupeq a quite different combination of interests than those vested in the"
. 0"’ ] - . - - .
Europcan mode. Thc state buréaucracy has had a lesser hand. (Ashby, 1966;
e . : M

Reeves, 1929; Halsey and Trow, 1971; Moodie and Eustace, 1974). As charteged

[y - }‘ P

corporatxons composed:of chartered colleges that could and d1d accunul ate

)

)

the1r*owa endowment Oxford and Cambrzdge, datIng from the thirteenth ccntury,

‘dovcloped extens1ve autonomy from the controls of local Mmd national dcpart-

. ¢

mohts.of govcrnment The four Scottish un1vcrsitics--$t Andrcws, Glasgow,

Aberﬁpcn and Edinburgh--or1g1nating in the f1ftecnth and. sixtednth centuries,

d 2

{"'also were rooted outside the governmentnl bureaucracy. In.the nineteenth

»
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. !
century, aftér six ‘centuries 6f an Oxbridge mondpoly,-England developed

- _civic universities in sych inhdustrial cities as(Manchestcr and Birmingham

. ~

3
d and a unique academic holding company for thc pation and the Empire, in the
] form of the University of* Londony which had affiliatcd coTlcggs in India 2
\ and Ceylon, Africa and the Wést'indiesfas well as in Englandt Again, the*

‘lu B
mechanism of a chartered.autoﬂhmous,corporation was used, .rather than the
‘ .
-Continental dqv1ce of placzng the universzty inside of a governmental burcau

and teachers 1nside the c1v11 :;¥S§ce} Autonomy meant that cach institution

- v

L] .
was¥rce to admit its own students, arrange-its own,courses, hire its own
. 9 - ‘
faculty, own its own proper®y, 1drgely raise its own income, and pay its
w .,
S *

own bills, . A ’ o

— -

Guild control flourifhed in tb&s British pattern of remote.state super- -

o v151on, especially in the two oldest universities whose historical primaey

/ ' .
and towering prestige have subtly defiﬁ%d for all other universities a

~ -~ .

British style of academic <¢ontrol, Immensely elaborate ‘and only partly
. codified rules and noyms of personal pr1Vilcge and collegdial hegcmony

developed in a web of chairsz:?epartments, faculties, colleges- w1thin—

- universities, senates, councils, and courts. But within the‘autanmy gained
. a ’ -
by the 1ndiv1dua4 univer31ty, gpibd authority was not the only form of

authority Lspecially outsidc of Oxford and Cambridge, laymcn have bccn
- systcmatically included in an upper tier of academic govcrnmcnt (the ”Couﬁc1§")

and a_key administrative post. has been prov1ded 1n the—form of the V&ca-
. Chancellorship. These part1c1pants hgve not been completely dependent on th

¢ -

professors, nor havc they operated .as fugftionaries :f/the state. Rcspoﬁ51ble

4 N .

for ti welfare of thc Fnstitutioh as a'whole, especfally the Vice-Chancellor,

-

their role mandates have oglgcd tilt the guild interests of the professors

.
.

— - N
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toward a sense of corporate identity.

In short, compared to academic organization on the Continent, the

N [

»

.

British institutions have been responsible-for their own administration and

.have cvolvcd scvcral forms of participation i that reSpon51biIity Burcau-'
, .

cratic -and tr@stce princ1plcs,df‘éuthority havc had a local role -- a major

role compared to the Continent, a minor onc when compared. to academic struc-

\

- . 3 - A * - - ! 4 - 3
- " tufe in the Unitcd,ﬁtatcs'—% wiph the forms .appropriate.for thosc principlles

I interfggcd with the old autocratic and collegial rights of the profcssoriate.

Compared to th% tdp-bottom concentration 'of sources of power found in the
Europcan systems’, the Brifish mode has a weakcr top but®a strcngthcncd mid-

dle.  The crucial tcst has béen that the faculty "¢lusters have had to relate . .~l

. » ’
) 4 |
. i

- primarily to administrators and laymen who®hold university-lcvel responsi-

~ /

bllltés rathrer than to officials who are directly a part of a bureau of :
» ‘ , - \
governnent. - L

I
|
|
i

Professorial control excrcistd across autonomous institutions has also . i
.. . |
I

®

becn sibtly claborate in Britiin; more so than in the Utlited States. The

» -

-practice of "external examimers,' in which students are tested by }rofessors .
from.othcr institutions (and hence in which their own teachers are indiyectly

and informal¥y asse$sed), has provided much linkage among institutions. When

[

v ‘such inter-visitations becomé"‘andgrd: a whole "intcrorganizational field"

that is not deliberately administcred may at the same time be well-organized o
. ) C. N y
and Brougnt to common practice.by mutual tacit’agreement, a set of norms

about acceptable bchavior'grounded.in a basic consensus (Warren, Rose, and .

-

Bergunder, 1974).. Such controls that are elaboratqd fro& the bdttom -up can

‘be more compelling than the formal regulatiops of national systems. Their

great play in Britain hcles to oﬁrlhin (a) why that country apparently had

. g
. -~
f .

.
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. .

a system long beforg it.had'a formal system;' and (b) why uni form pfacticc

W ’ .
and common commitment to certain standards might possibly obtain more in a * -
) ' \
set of <autonomous institutions than in a nationalized administrative framé-

» work, Collegial pressurc can be more cohesive than bureaucratic pressure,

L) v L] . \ -
4o ~ Al ’

among institutions as well as betwecen them. .

* individual upiversities from statemsuperv151on

.The autonomy of /\ as bccn so strongly rooted in Britain that we

)

can-speak of the bottom cont;olling tbe top of the national ”systcn” untrl

N " . World War II., The Un1vers1ty Grants Committee, created in 1918 as al(\y of
L] , . , .», ’_

furpeling increasing aseunts of government money to the universitics, has

a v
5 N

a gpup of university‘ﬁrofessors who received money dircctly from-the

Briﬁisthrcasdrcr and doled ‘out lumped,sums .to the individual unﬁycrsities.

(ﬁ\\\-//F_?hLJ “buffer” nechanlsm became heralded- 1nternat1on31}y as an exccllcnt way

of preserving 1nst1tutxonal autonory, as formerly independent organ1zatrons

N ‘became parts of an emerging national system.> It was also, of course, a

grand casc of national academic oligarchy, one,in whichafommitment to high .

.

standards of trad1t1ona1 pérfornancc became 1nst1tut10nal1zed But increas-

4 [3 LY

. ingly during the 1950s and the 1960s, growing national f1nanc1al support has

- meant more direction from the top. The University Grants Commzttee lost its’

) '

own: autonomous position in the late 1960s as it was placed under the national

[
-

Department of Lducation and Science. The Department has beccome a more formi-

dable instrument of‘governmcn% policy; for example, willing and able to pump

monies into a non-university sector.at the apparent expense of the univer-

sities, particularly the-.older ones that appear to be expensive bastions of
. > . / ’ ‘ *

' privilege. The Department and the UGC now operate a"bolicy’centcrs in a
~4nat1onaf system, selecting dircctions of effort, determining salary scales, - '\§>

and gstablishing guidclines . -
that cncourage some universities nod to do certain things they would have

N y ) ,
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. done if 1e#t to their own initiatives. In these respects, the British ravk
moycd toward the Continehtql'modo in which. nearly all units of higher educa-
n - ‘ - ) . ‘ ’ . ’

* tion fall under a national burcau. Tradi%ionalizgi)autonomy remains a force

~

of fragmentation tH®t resists\this nationalizing movement; but, at thc same
timc, the movement into a nationmal mold -is coming about at a time when the

’ ’
ccntral government has (a) nodcrn mcans’of aﬂm1n1strat1on for exactlnB 1ntc-

. expenses .
,grat1on, (b) ,a conpcllzng cconom1c need to conserve A 1n a h1ph cost

(\ - .
sector, and (c) at least some of the time, the 1deolog1cal 1nc11natlon to
\
e11m1nate private entef?rlses¢and to seek equality. and equlty through the

-

adhin1strat1vc arms of the central statpr In a system in which there has

4—:.‘

been much voluntary convergence, centcring-in cmulétion of the.academic styles

of Oxford and Cambridge and the subtle ‘linkages forged by extcrnal examiners,

3

thHerc has been added nuch 1nduccd convérgence through nationalized administrac

! ( .y -
tion. y ‘/ . » k\» . , . .
. y THE AMERICAN MODE _ .

The general modern structure of academic organization in the United

a

States is a’ confus1ng n1xturo of forns of organizatioh and,types of autherity,

Ny

_ - & unique combination that has resultcd fron the cond1t1ons under which.dif-

~ ~ e

fc;ent sectors ‘have emcrgcd the ways in which 1nterests becamc vestcd and F\?

the -impact of earlier farms on la;er ones. The first 1nst1tutiongl type to
o . . ,
emergé was not the university, as in Europe and Britain, but the small col-

P <
>

L .lege mow known as_the private liberal arts college. That form was organized
o - S S - : .
y" ’ . - s !
‘ ’ — 4 1” ¢
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of managers, drawn primarily from outside academic life and from outside

governmental authority, to hire and fire teéachers, appoint and dismiss a

o«
.

. ® / . - L] -
. president, and otherwise b@,requp%iblelfo; the engerprise (liofstadter and

Metzger, 1955). Tyustee authority thus came first, before either udminlst;q{

tive or faculty authority, a way of governing that later became habjfual

o

even in the public sector. There was little or no sense of crafit and no

guild organ1zat1on on the part of either faculty or students These small

'prlvate" colleﬁcs multiplied rapldly in the westward fxpan51on of the mine-

'\

teenth century, espec1ally Under the spur of zealous denominational compet1-

tlon. And whlle sone decades saw high- 1nst1tut101al deathrates as well as ‘',

-high b1rthrates, in this voluntary- association forn of hlgher qsucatlon that

z

. was without a state-supported niche, some nine hundred of them were in *

existence by 1900, with the sector as a wholéakirmly fixed in the educational

structure of the country. - : ) ‘

.-

By that time, several other sectors had -emerged, cbnditi&ncd by the -

-+ existence and nature of the college. The university came late to Amerlca.

the first newly- establ1shed un1vers1ty, Johns Hopkins, dates only from 1876

other institutions evol’d from college to university, with, Yale devclopmg
“'graduate work" in tqe 18505 and awarding the first American Ph.D. in 1861

and Harvard'cstablishing a graduatc departmcnt in the 1870s. h1th others

«

soon newly organized or follow1ng a similar cvolutxon, a major prestlgeful

sector of private universities was well in place by the turn “of the century.
]

At the same time, a scctor of public universities was also emerging. - The_

first universities supported by the governments of the individual states .

.

~ date ‘from the 1780s and 1790s, but it was not until agiif the Civil War and

. 3

. . .
- .
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wiard the end of the n1nctccnth ccntury that they developed fuil form,

l

partly due to- the strengthcncd resources provided the states by the national
f

' government through the famous land-grant legislation of the Morrill Acts

(Hofstadter ‘md Mctzger, 1955; Veysey, 1965; Storr, 1953). —
& " The coming of the university, after thé iMstitutionalization of tho, L
fot:iiycar college, mcan't_. a two-tier structure: advanced specialization was’

L -

hihdlcd as graduate‘uork-andﬁprofé;sébnakachdol training; a disfihétiie com=

_ﬁpncnt of the un1ver51ty, by~ plac1ng it on top of the colfcge Structure. If P

o

the  German unlverSLty had been borrowcd in its ent1rety, the American univer- .

-~ -

sity would haﬁc accepted students dlrectly out of high school as qualified
i . vyt . N
to enter dircctly the professional schools and the graduaté school. Byur-the

borréwed idca of the rescarch-centered university had to have its suppozting

forms adapted to'American, éqtablished expectétions and the well-vestedy

Ve “ - ~

1nterc§i in the undergrouuatc collefe., Thug, a-new type of un*ver51t) emerged,

one naf -‘only more*comprehensive’ in fields covered but also more vertical in

scopg, @ayered to include genctal cducation at the bottom and specialized

U : ! .
education J& the top. The bottom part in the state university was the main

f “
basis of appeal. for support from the state population and "the state authorities.

The undergraduate part in the private university was a s%milar basis for sup-

port'from'thc alumni and for effective éompctitipn against the hundreds of

- +

collcgcs that did not become universities. -ihe upper 1eVb+T\particular1y

centcrcd on research in ‘the. ;graduate school, vested the interests of the
scientific disciplines and the research scholar.

. 1 ~
The device 6f a trustee boa‘i'fg was carried over from the private colleges

-

into the puhiic as well as the private universities: it had become by the

I3

first half of the nincteenth century the American mechanism for bridging

T . ~ . ~ ~
between public accountability and the profess}éhgi\autonomy of academicians

- A I
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and their institutions, in sharp contrast to the assumption on the Contincnt

D

¢ . ) : b Y s
“and in most countries of the world that a governmental ministry was the >
appropriate mechanism. With trustees formall} in charge and formally respon-

sible,, administrative services and responsibilities did not develop impor-
- - ‘ » ’

tantly 'at some level of organization above them, e. g., in a state departmént

. -

of education or a governor!s office, but rather became grouped under them in

.

the' form of campus'adminiéggatign. In the private universities and even fore' .

in public ones, a separate group of admipistrators dcvelbp\g, topped by a

« M N s ) s y,

President appointed by the trustces and holding powers delegated downward
- ’q\ p L
from the board. Presidential leadership came,into its own during the latter , _ »=

3

p?rt,of the nincteentﬁpcentt --swashbuckling “captains of erudition in the

4
’ r

eyes of Thorstein Vcblen'(Vébien, 1954)--and burcaucratic administration

located within the institution itself, rather ‘than within a higher state min-
o ) “ - ' !

N
)

istry, becam by the turn of the century another distinctive form in the
ry, becancgby 24 €

' American mode (Veysey, 1965). ' Yoo . : ,//(

Then, too, the setting in which trus ees and administrators operated was

always iﬂherently ¢tompetitive, ‘within the major sectors 'as well as between
\ -

‘e 13 . .\ ! ) ' 13 13
them, within the }nd1V1dual states as well as among them. The competitive .

L]

dynamism that was endemic among the small colleges took a great leap

- N ‘ < - . . -

. "o T : ) . N . [
forward in the last quarter of the nineteenth century as the autonomous pri- .

‘ - .

vate universitics and the state-supportef publig¢ universities set owt to ‘

become great research universities; or at least to becom well-regarded

American university that would: bring' some honor to supporters; or, as last

*

resort, to establish enough of a niche to give hope that students would con- -
. tinue té’apﬁéar, the faculty would not leave, and the bills would be paid. ' .

So much about the present structure of Ahericaﬁ\hignér education is a result
A 4

« -~

of the .role given to Private initiative and volquary'qssociaiioﬁrin the
) t/ = v . ¢ B . v
o . - [ ‘ y ’ P

: ' , . t
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-
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; to nineteenth, - ° ¢ : N
. seventednth centurics, together with thé dispersal of public responsibility .
- A o o :

‘ _from the natioral Ievel to that of the individual states which, it'then

f -
¢ *

. % a
turncd-out, was to mcan not ten or twelve provincial authorities-in a terri-
- . L) - (- 2 . -

' tory the size of a European state but the exceedingly large numbet of forty-

. )
-

[ ' . .
. eight to fifity independent governmental authorities originating and developing -

_public higher,‘Eucagion undp? conditions that varied greatly acgording to

time of -settlement and regional differénces .within a large cdntinental terri-

- . - - . .
torii No national officc played any continuing role’in this unplanned aggre-

gation'of institutions, as in the French-central-admiistration version of \’7

1 4

v

the Europcan mode; no staté dominated the others, or even sct the péce, as
o ~ ‘ . # . :
n the Prussian influence on the other Lander in the German federal-structure
[8 ”~ B —————— Q
- . 4 ) B o )
 version of the European style. Instead, the American conditions led to an

N s
unparalleled natiopal diversity of institutions, dispersed control, and .
' 1 i
marked institutional competition. .
[

N If the-university came late to Amerita, guild forms of academicf\control ]
dﬁmq‘évcn Igter. ?receded,by‘the trustec mechanism and cven, in real ;0
strength, by university idpipistration,'facuity claims of authoriky,were
never able to claim historical primacy.’ As forms of chdlty control cme:écd, ) /

they were éqnditioned by and bhended with trustee and ad@inistrqtive control-
- ‘ / - R .
and the unitary nature‘of_organization that had been thereby established.

-

Unlike -on the Contincnt where academic organizatiog bcgad'as a confcderation
of guilds, thé original building block was the unitary collbgc: 'Begin-
niﬁg ip theréirst half of the nircteenth ceﬁtury::;ﬁé';;itary Eollege nceded : .
sub-divisibn in orger to handle specialization, the deéartmcnt cmerged as an *
1to be both ‘a Ezllegial\é}der and a bureaucratic form.

‘ v

qberafing unit that was

Within it, persoﬁhl rule could obtain in spacialties and the faculty members

cdhli/toéether decide on certain matters, much in the style of the Chairholding
. . — . i

e | !
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professors on the Continent. An idcological claim to guild-like rule‘was _

also grddually eclaborated, particularly in the latter part of the nincteeﬁkh

~ century and the early, part of Eke twenticth, drawing on the oldest traditions B

of _the university, ihe‘great nineteentﬁ-centurr German model of the rescarch

university, ard the concept of academic freedom. More operational lceway was

~

-~ . : '
needed for the emerging function of research and for a critical approach to
received ideas. Wyt th7pdepartment also cmerged as the lowest-unit in a

burcaucratic structure,/with the-chairmar so responsible té .administrative

.
~ ’

. R . N . ‘
superiors as well as to colleagues that he became a classic and enduring - - =+

case of the managerial man-in-the-middlex Professors had to win their way .

- . A

to collegial prlmacy in matters of currlculum and selectlon of personnel

Wlthlﬂ the context of established powers of strong admlnlstratlon werklng ®

undqr the ultimate and residual powers of lay trustces, . - .
. - *,; ),
» Faculty influence has varied considerably among the major igetitqtional c
types ‘of the diffuse American system, correlating generally with age and

préﬁtige. For example, while high in leading private and pﬁhlic‘uﬂiverslties

- .
ard the.dcading private colleges, it has been lower in the rearguard insti- -

S . - = '
“tutions of each of these sectors. And it has been relatively low iqﬁ:wq -+

4

sectors’ that emerged late in time, where or1g1ns and devélqg\ent were con-

5

neécted to the already e§tablished ‘modes.of American admlnlstratlon 1# elemen=—"

»

tary “and sccondary education. One of:these sectorg began in the last half -

‘ -
of the nineteenth century in the form of.a "normal school" for training

~

eleﬁentary school id&chers,.which then evolved into a "teachers college" "’
. S e o
in the’first decades of thig centnry'that awarded a bachelor's degree and

ﬁrepared secondary-schqol as well as elementary-school personnel, and then

[l
‘.

. ' Lo v ., .
still -later evolved into a "state callege,'" a public comprehensive college,

23 . -~
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.and recefitly soretimes into the title and even.thc<compctence of ''state
. 5 L

' " university. "o The h1stor1cal association of this form with state boar s ‘of °
‘ g r 3
. education rcsponsible for the lower schools and with the schools thems lves

. .
. Wy

admitted patterns of heavy dominance by trustees and administrators thaﬁ\ o
A\ rd \

were more characteristic -of the lower levels than of post secondary edued-~

o tion, and control from the top has per51sted later in-time. Such control

- \

v

has been even strongcr in thc now-majar sector df community collegeS' a, -

twenticth century phenomenon that was operational béfore WUrld War II but - \
Ve - N

did not flower acress the country until the great cxpansion intanass higher « . -

[
‘dducation of the 1950s and 1960s. ‘This forn originated and developed con~ .

.
s1dcrab1) as an upward reach of systems of secondary educgtion. It has been
v ¢

extensively staffcd by secoruhryschool administrators and tcachers and gov-

. erned* by local boards of laymen that also governed the lower schools or by
. N ’ . ‘.' - .:. i . Y
R ere modeled on that ‘type of control. , T MY : '
o : v \
It has been primarily in the community college sector and sccondly
L ' ‘ G

* among the state colleges that instructors have been inclined toﬁ}oin faculty = |
‘ » . v ) . ?
N - )
unions as a new form of faculty influence. Jhe relatively weak power posi~ ¥

° 4

s

L4

tion of tcachers in these settings haa\been exacerbated by thexgrowing*scalé

and compleXity of large organizatioh that removes 1hgg10p ﬁurthcr ﬁron the & L g
. Y ‘ : .
‘bottonm and horizontally separates d1ViSions. The’ reach for the union deans -~ ;
_ . . “ab -y
yot anothér experimont in how to combine cbll‘cgiah andjbureaucmtic rulel h

L4 - N
Al fd - ¥

. . . X ’ L 3 . [
with union'ofgicialdom added to the'sot of groups whoso intérosts beeomo ) t o4
" .'&' . < - Y

vested in legitimate rights. e . . : g ”

. . R ) . s
v ¥ * %

N

o

> ) " CONCLUSTON

»

The stubborn momentum of organizational forms and types of,cont?ol stems
. > N . g
naturally from the traditionalizing of their-practices, the vesting of group
Q ~

-ERIC ’ 20 ‘ ‘ -




-

¢

"
«

. é‘ . . _,:} . ) E -, ‘ - g I ¥
— . . LA & * . . . s
”~ . - . 1] _ ! . v
/ "" a4 A\;‘ 5 2 ? 23
- ‘ 3 H ’ T .
w et . .

- _ ‘ _i.,—.‘w*‘. o * } . ( . P - / I ) .
7; ToA S 2

.uihgeresf'xn«the*rﬁeontxnuatxon, and the work1ng out of Just1fy1ng adeologxes.

. The nomentum 1s anreased when the forms and types acquire n1ches 1n the
. ¥ - - - .
large; organ1zatxonal eCOfag; that protects "them aga1nst }ompctition and
\ -
1nv1d1ous gomphr1son.‘ Judged in alf these terns, col&eges and unlversltles,
o " .4

and other carry1ng mechantsms inhigher educatxon often score h1gh., Codhre-i

L ®

or z

henslon:of'the sources and direction of the momentun of educational struc-

ture 15 needed 1n each country if pol1cy is te speak realzstxcally to the

posszbilztxes of reform, w7 BRI
h 2 \ ,
¢!
Contrary tO the pepulax V1ew=xhat old organ1zatzons are rigid and new

-

{
ones flex1b1e,thcre stands the 11ke11hood that long-lived organizations, "sur-

~
- « » ~
“

viving war, depression and patitical attack, have de&ised adaptive mechanisms -

4 .
& - »

as well as‘protective niches, One primary adaptive feature o Universi ties

and c0110ges may be the1r cellular construction: . the operating level'of

7

¢
chglrs, 1nst1tutes, dcpartnents, d1v1sxons, and scho;r consists not of units

lxnked in an integrated prycess of product1on or serv1ce, but of. free stanalng

o . '
.

'uﬁits partly selﬁrgovernlngf that can be 1nd1V1dually added or dropped,

~Aaupmch;ed or d1m1n1sheql' The structure respends _spas modlcally to the‘quas1-
‘.1ndepepdent dynamics of acudem1c d1scte;;nes, with the add1t10n of such new
lells as departnents of b10phys1cs~and b1ochem1stry. Cells Iinked tozdec11n—
ing fields and functions are not e3511y lopped off; but generally ‘receive the
o ‘.

fate of ;ingering death by personnel attéhuat&on, reduced budget, and meager

emotional and moral bonding to the evolving larger-.complex. Perhﬁps univer-
sities pert&st so well because ‘each is typically an organ1zation of disposable

parts ﬁi se own"galf- renewal is rooted cons1derab1y in the internal
thrust of dcvelop1ng ficlds of knowledge. 'ﬂunrsurv1val is enhanced by the
o particularly by

slack and redundancy bu11t up over time andmtho capacity of faculty clusters

~ N

. 2b

“
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- withdraw . Y : .
S -'to ~ into the bunkers ofhgull.self-orgamzatxon whencver thcy are,
1 o .
‘ undér,heav1est attack. Reasons aboﬁni nhy the older a un1vcrs1fy or collepe’ °
LRI R A . e N A
' is, “the 1ess 11ke1y it is to- d‘~ S e . ! . o

- . -

‘ﬁf_a great instrument of change— as when an -

ﬂa,‘

N

forms. .A monopoly of power ﬂpy
. author1tarian'ru1er revamgs aﬂﬁzklstlng melange of institutions by p?ac1ngh s

" . v B

U them all in a nat1ona1 imper131 um.verg;gy.e But a mopopoly of ppwer or of

3' =%

e

form is also the, grcat source of rfhldigsbtestablxshzng conditions that once
1nst1tutronaI;zed effectJVcly precluﬂgiﬁggor change fbr'ducadcs (and some- -
4 ’ ,: times centuries}mtzzqomc. In the turbulent envrronmcnt of the last quarter
‘ ; of the twentleth'csntﬁry, the~toucﬂst0ne of v1ab111ty.1n 2?t1onal academic .
/‘SYstems has-beso%e baLance of powar and d1¥ferentlat10n, even d1sorder, among -

arganlzatlonal types. In posse551ng these characterlst1cs, some ragions arc °

.
o Py )

h1s\or;egaiy 1uéi1er than oth‘

"3;,

IR C In all natzons uhe bedro
. . . ! - e f (, " ¢ N
=% fand mu1t111near tncnds Tbo un111near trend is toward thc enbrac1ng system,
’
- ‘ i

‘at prov1nc1ai and national leveIS‘ the multllxncar cyolutien is toward dif-

o~

. ‘ferentiation and J?Vcrs1£3catlon w1th1n the whole that gxpresscs a host of .
- x » . .

. N ‘} intcrcsts and aliows for spontancous adjustment 1n t p

I’

.+ 7. - 'ments that composo "¢ho orgnnizcd social complcwi;;- »:a€1on The

1c1a1,$gpd educntlonal -

R i .

#, v BV cq}1ghtened 1nst1tut|ona1 leader, governmcntal

to ant1c1pat9 the consgquences of current pq11cy a ternat1ves
"‘?1--

;: balance between’ the forqés of dlversity and unxxy,,dit1s1on and
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